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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment, filed August 20, 2004, has been entered. Claims 1-14 are 
currently pending. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they 
include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the description: Ri, R2, Ra> and Rb. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d), or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

3. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 1 50 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
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and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

4. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of the following grammatical items. 
Language "concerns s a device" should read "concerns a device." Language "characterized in 
that it isi provided" should read "characterized in that it is provided." Correction is required. 
See MPEP§ 608.01(b). 

5. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The specification 
lacks section titles (e.g., background, summary of the invention, brief description of the 
drawings, detailed description of the invention). Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

6. Claims 1-14 objected to because of the following informalities. All claims lack a 
definite article at the beginning of the claim language. As an example, Claim 1 should read "A 
system for controlling a data network ..." 

Further, Claim 5 is a multiple dependent claim. As Applicant's preliminary amendment 
eliminates all other multiple dependent claims, it is not clear whether Claim 5 is intended to 
remain a multiple dependent claim. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



7. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 4, 8, and 13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 4 lacks antecedent basis for the term "said reservation means." 

Claims 8 and 13 contain claim language that is unclear based on the specification. 
Specifically, Applicant claims "the correlation means are adapted to anticipate flows of return 
packets" (Claim 4) and "adapted to anticipate return microflows" (Claim 13). However, the 
instant invention is directed to means that are responsive to a packet being received (emphasis 
added). For examination purposes, Examiner assumes that the claimed "anticipation" is 
equivalent to the correlation means handling bi-directional traffic, as described in Applicant's 
specification (page 4, lines 18-28). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-6 and 8-11 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Roberts 
(United States Patent Application Publication US 2002/0057699 Al). 
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Regarding Claim 1, Roberts teaches a system for controlling a data network 200, which 
includes a line card in a switch that receives a micro-flow data packet, which contains QoS 
characteristics (paragraph 0045). The switch performs functions to control elements in the data 
network, in that the switch schedules the transmission of the micro-flow data packets (Figure 6) 
and determines the path that will be taken (Figure 7). Further, in an exemplary embodiment 
shown in Figures 3 A and 3B, only one of the microflows that are correlated contains a QoS field; 
therefore, the system contains means for correlating the QoS requests and control means effect 
the control only once for the correlated requests. 

Regarding Claim 2, Roberts teaches the variables used to identify a data flow can 
include the protocol type, the source address, the destination address, the TCP/UDP source port 
number and the TCP/UDP destination port number (paragraph 0045), which was known in the 
art at the time the invention was made to comprise Applicant's claimed 5-tuple (e.g., see United 
States Patent 6,854,1 17 - column 11, lines 7-11). 

Regarding Claim 3, Roberts teaches the examination of both the source address and the 
destination address, as discussed with regards to Claim 2 above. 

Regarding Claim 5, Roberts teaches in Figure 6 that the network elements can be 
monitored atomically; that is, the resources are assigned (scheduled transmission) if and only if 
all of the resource reservation requests can be satisfied (step 642). 

Regarding Claim 6, Roberts teaches in Figure 6 that a determination is made as to 
whether to admit the data packet (step 642) prior to scheduling transmission of the micro-flow, 
and therefore controlling network elements. 

Regarding Claim 8, Roberts teaches a network switch that relies upon per flow state 
information including QoS and routing information to allow a network to route IP data packets 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/505,227 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2609 

within specific QoS constraints between a source and a destination (paragraph 0039). Per the 
above rejection of Claim under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, Roberts therefore teaches 
handling bi-directional traffic, as the source could be on either side of network 200 shown in 
Figure 2. 

Claim 9 contains substantially the same subject matter as Claim 1 , as disclosed by 
Roberts above. Roberts further teaches a micro-flow classifier which reserves bandwidth and 
determines the path of a packet (Figures 5-7), thus performing the function of Applicant's 
claimed admission controller. 

Claim 10 contains substantially the same subject matter as Claim 2, as disclosed by 
Roberts above. 

Claim 11 contains substantially the same subject matter as Claim 3, as disclosed by 
Roberts above. 

Claim 13 contains substantially the same subject matter as Claim 8, as disclosed by 
Roberts above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made, 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

5. Claim 4 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roberts as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Zadikian et al (United States Patent 6,631,134), hereinafter 
Zadikian. Roberts teaches all of the limitations of Claim 1, as described above. Further, Roberts 
teaches reservation means (micro-flow classifier 530) that are remote (i.e., separate components) 
from control means (micro-flow recognizer 520) in Figure 5. However, Roberts does not 
explicitly teach a software module. In the same field of endeavor, Zadikian teaches a line card 
which integrates software functions (column 13, line 55). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the line card software 
taught in Zadikian with the reservation means and control means taught in Roberts in order to 
improve restoration times in a mesh network, as well as allow a service provider to automatically 
allocate bandwidth between two of a number of nodes in response to a request by an end-user. 

6. Claims 7 and 12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roberts as 
applied to claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of Hauck (United States Patent 6,977,932). 
Roberts teaches all of the limitations of Claim 1 and 9, as described above. However, Roberts 
does not teach the correlated reservation requests sharing the same bandwidth. In the same field 
of endeavor, Hauck teaches microflows, the equivalent of Applicant's claimed correlated 
reservation requests, sharing bandwidth (column 1 8, line 30). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the bandwidth-sharing 
taught in Hauck with the microflow management system taught in Roberts in order to provide a 
mechanism for processing aggregate flow blocks in a similar manner without introducing 
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prohibitively time-consuming and processor intensive tasks to the network system (column 3, 
line 64 - column 4, line 2). 

7. Claim 14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roberts in view of 
Eard et al (United States Patent Application Publication US 2002/0069238 Al), hereinafter Eard. 
Roberts teaches an admission controller, as described with regards to Claims 1 and 9 above, that 
is associated with a domain of a data network, which contains means for receiving a single 
resource reservation request corresponding to correlated quality of service requests and control 
means for controlling the elements of that domain. However, Roberts does not teach the 
admission controller comprising means for communicating the single resource reservation 
request to an admission controller of a second domain. In the same field of endeavor, Eard 
teaches an (abstract data transfer) ADT agent, equivalent in function to Applicant's claimed 
admission controller, that receives a resource request and can forward it to another ADT agent, 
which is responsible for another domain (paragraph 0014). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the ADT agent taught in 
Eard with the microflow management system taught in Roberts in order to centrally store 
specific locations, addresses, or access protocols for each resource to be accessed (paragraph 
0010). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
« 

examiner should be directed to Andrew Chriss whose telephone number is 571-272-1774. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Garber can be reached on 571-270-1202. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Andrew Chriss 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2609 
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